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nected with the streets of a city by means of a bridge to be erected 
by the owner was recorded. The owner offered to dedicate the bridge 
to the public but it was not accepted. He sold lots, the deeds refer- 
ring to the map. He urged the existence of the bridge as an induce- 
ment to the purchasers. Held, that the conveyances of lots carried 
with them an implied grant of the bridge as an easement to the prop- 
erty conveyed. 

2. Same — Repair. — A grantor of an easement is, in the absence of 
an agreement to the contrary, under no obligation to keep the same 
in repair; but this duty rests on those using the easement. 

[Ed. Note. — For cases in point, see vol. 17, Cent. Dig. Easements, 
§ H7.1 

3. Same. — An owner platted land into lots, streets, etc., and re- 
corded a map showing that the streets were to be connected with the 
streets of a city by means of a bridge to be erected by the owner. 
The existence of the bridge constituted the principal inducement for 
the purchase of lots. Held, that the purchasers of lots were bound 
to keep the bridge, constituting an easement to their property, in 
repair. 

4. Same — Abandonment. — The failure of the owner of an easement, 
bound to keep it in repair, to do so for an unreasonable length of 
time, is an abandonment of the easement; an abandonment being pre- 
sumed on the owner doing or permitting an act to be done which is 
inconsistent with the future enjoyment of the right. 

5. Same. — Owners of property owned an easement consisting of a 
right in a bridge. The bridge, on the flooring being removed, was 
useless, except for foot passengers. The bridge was built mainly of 
iron and steel, and was, with the exception of the flooring, well pre- 
served. The owners continued to use the bridge and insisted on their 
right to repair. Held, that they had not abandoned their right in the 
bridge; but they must repair it within a reasonable time, or the owner 
of the structure might remove it. 



METROPOLITAN LIFE INS. CO. v. HALL. 
Nov. 23, 1905. 
[52 S. E. 345.] 

1. Evidence — Parol — Varying Terms of Policy. — Where an insur- 
ance policy provided that the premiums should be due and payable 
quarterly on the 16th of the month, evidence that it was agreed, at 
the tiftie the policy was issued, between insured and insurer's agent, 
that the premium should not be due until after the 20th of the month, 
was inadmissible to vary the terms of the policy. 

[Ed- Note. — For cases in point, see vol. 20, Cent. Dig. Evidence, 
§ 1818.] 
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2. Insurance — Premiums — Payment — Extension of Time — Authority 
of Agent. — Where a policy of insurance provided that no premiums 
in arrears could be received, except by agreement in writing signed 
by certain officers of the society, an agent employed or authorized to 
collect an overdue premium had no authority to bind the insurer to 
grant an extension of time to pay such premium. 

3. Same — Estoppel. — A policy provided that general agents had no 
authority to extend the time for the payment of premiums, but a rule 
of the company authorized acceptance of overdue premiums between 
the due date and that when the premium receipt must be returned for 
cancellation, unless paid, provided the superintendent can certify 
that the former insured is in good health. An agent authorized to 
accept an overdue premium went to the house of insured to collect the 
same, and without authority agreed to accept the premium on the 
succeeding day, requesting the insurer's assistant superintendent to 
collect the same, which he agreed, but failed, to do, and on such day 
insured was sick from the illness of which she died. Held, that such 
facts did not estop the insurer from enforcing a forfeiture of the 
policy for nonpayment of premium. 

4. Evidence — Competency — Conclusions. — In an action on a policy, 
questions as to whether insured would have paid the premium on the 
day it was demanded in case she had been told that the policy would 
otherwise be forfeited, and whether it was not the duty of the agent 
of the insurer to collect the premiums at insured's residence after the 
time for payment had been extended, were incompetent, as calling 
for conclusions. 



CHESTNUT v. CHESTNUT. 
Nov. 23, 1905. 
[53 S. E. 348.] 

1. Bills and Notes — Designation of Amount — Omission — Right to 
Insert. — The amount stated in the margin of a note, whether ex- 
pressed in words or figures, cannot supply the omission to insert the 
amount in the body of the note, where a blank has been left; but' a 
bona fide holder is entitled to fill up the blank with the amount stated 
in the margin and then enforce it at law, unless the blank was left 
unfilled by mistake, in which case equity may correct it. 

[Ed. Note. — For cases in point, see vol. 7, Cent. Dig. Bills and 
Notes, § 89.] 

2. Same. — In the absence of evidence that the blank in a note 
with reference to the amount thereof was the result of a mistake, the 
presumption is that the payee, who is the holder, may fill up the 
blank with the amount agreed on; and this right continues, unless his 
exercise thereof has been unreasonably delayed. 

[Ed. Note. — For cases in point, see vol. 7, Cent. Dig. Bills and 
Notes, § 89.] 



